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ABSTRACT 

In intercollegiate debate, negative debaters must be 
prepared with a variety of approaches to differing affirmative cases 
and must adapt to particular affirmative cases they meet. Successful 
negative debaters cannot determine their strategy until the 
presentation of the first affirmative speech or, in cross-examination 
debates, until after questioning the first affirmative speaker. 
Because of the somewhat mistaken predilection of most judges, 
however, negative teams must attack both the need for the affirmative 
plan and the plan itself. That is^ even if the need for the 
affirmative plan is refuted, negative debaters should go on to refute 
the affirmative p]an as well. Persuasiveness, language, style, 
delivery, and other aspects of oral expression influence judges, but, 
for negative teams, the need and the plan must be attacked for 
victorious presentations. (CH) 
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the essence of negative debating 



Aliliouyli tlif nllinn;iti\c Ii;is rccrixcii most 
of ilic :nttiuif)ii fnnn w I'iicrs in recent j(nirn;ils, 
it is ihc (»pinitin of [Wi< wriii \U.n .srmii'nis 
Mijiponiiiii tlic nc;^;uivc --^i ;huI ilicir co.iclus — 
fncc the more ililiiculr |)r()l)lem :is to wU.n 
slu)ulii !)e liunc in ctIutMM(Mi;il ilili.iic. Tlic |)ur- 
pfKsc of iliis p;i|)cr is lo |)rt'sciu nn ;m;i lysis of 
ncyntivc nri;nnRni in ;in ;UU'mj)i lo mnU* rliis 
pr(jl)Icm more c.isily surmouiHiible. ^^'lliIe iliis 
piipcr is wriucn witli |irim.iry em|)li;isis u|)on 
vdiicatiunul tlcl);UL\ ilic l);isic lines of ne!i;ui\'c 
nriiimicnr slioulil fqu;ill\' well for Utih.. 

stiV/fivc ilcl).uc. ' \Mkm'c ilic writer rccoyni/cs 
n signilicniu tlillcrcncc it w ill l>c iiuliciitcii. 

Since tl)C first sicj) in licvclopintr -.i nct!;Ui\'c 
:m;ick is :ui;i|Min«^r to rlic nllirm;uivc, ir is ini- 
pon;int to inulcr.sciiui ilic cnici-.il |)oinrs of tlic 
nnirinntivc position. TIicsc ;irc L[cncr:ill\' :ic- 
cc|Hcd to 1)C: 

1. Is tlicrc n j)rol)Icni in existence wliicli is 
serious enou<^r|i to rccjuirc nctioii to nllcvi- 
ate it? 

2. Is tliis prol)Iem oi' tlic cnuse of tliis prob- 
lem nn inlierent |);irt of ilic stiiiiis (|uo? 
\\*ouIii tlie nction suLTiicsted tlic re- 
solution ns interpreted tlie nflirmntive 
eliniinnte the prohleni? 
Is it re.isomihle to nssume ihiit the resolu- 
tion as interpreted the nnintintive 
could he ini|)lementcd if it is foumi to he 
desinihle? 

Would the ntlirm-.uivc |)roj)os;d he free 
from serious detrinicntid side etTects if 
it were pur into etTect? 
Is the resolution ;is inicrjirctcd hy the 
aflirnintive the hesc \v;i\* to eliniin;ite the 
problem? 

To the nh(n*c questions the :i(]irni:itivc is 
expected hy nu)St iudtres ;ind lUiiiienccs to ;in- 
swer, '^yes!" Some iuilties lio not ;iirrec th;it the 
nflirmntive must ujiholil ;dl of these points. The 
problems fur the negative which ;irise becuse 
of this discrci^uincy will be considcreii Liter. 
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b)' Jiimcs C Mcdroskey 

Since the ;irtirni;itive is e\|>ccted to ;illirm 
e.icli of the nbove questions, it is nssunied by 
some tliiU the ney;iti\e is expected to oppose 
e;ich one. I his is delinitely not the tuse. The 
ney;iti\'e must choose ;ii Icnst one cruci^d point 
at wh'cli Ui My **no" to the allirmative position. 
I)ut t(> C(Miiesi each point in educational ilebate 
would be inidesirable in terms of the time avail- 
able. 

I. el us now examine each of the crucial 
points of the atlirniative position and ccMisider 
w hat oj)j)oriimit\' each presents to the negative. 

CucciAi. I.ssiT 1 

'!'!ie first crucial issue is the existence of a 
sii/nilUMnl (Udblem. In most educational debates 
the allirmative has little dilliculty demonsi ratini^ 
that there is something' less than desirable in the 
status quo. The reason for this is that if there 
were notliintr that was (|uice (jbviously wronir 
the topic woidd nor ha\e been chosen. Thus, 
for the netrative to contend the reverse of the 
obvious is useless. Mowcver, the nei^ative can 
challenirc the anirmative on the grounds that 
the problem is not serious enough to demanii 
action or that wliat the aflirmarive calls a proii- 
lem is in reality a desiralile situation. Some af- 
ftrmative teams, of coin'se, do not even denion- 
.strate the existence of any problem. The nega- 
tive should certainly attack tlieni on this l)asis 
when it occurs. 

To exemj)lify the negative's choice on this 
crucial issue we may take the tojiic concerning 
discontinuance of ilirect economic aid to for- 
eign countries. Many aflirmative teatns pointeil 
to what they callcii waste in oin* aid programs. 
They told of oin* technicians teaching .Arabs 
to grow tobacco in the ilesert where tliere was 
no water for irrigation. They ilescribed "high- 
ways to now here** I)uilt with aiil ilollars. 'I'hey 
described the building of a lio^jiiral where there 
were no iloctors. Fur the neirative to sav that 
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these situiuidiis ilid noc exist u.is \isclc.ss, fnr 
they were cireil in nlliei:?) yf»\ernijieju ilc^en- 
irients. Ih)\\c\er. the iicJ!.iti\'c (|uitc often snp- 
(KUTed tlie pdsicidfi rli;ir these e\;unples of rnis- 
nmniiirenient were iMiliitei! iiVMiinecs -.iful m;idc 
lip otily A sni;ill rrneiion of our tot.il niii doll.irs. 
Thus, they eontenJeii th-.u tlus Jiil not justify 
climinntiny ;i proLrmm thnt h.nl done unit is 
doiny ;i grc.u tlcni of g<n)d. Other neuMtivc 
reiiins eoiucndcd tl^nt these e\.ini[)lcs of wMstc 
were in reiilicy not waste ;ic nH. l'he\- cited 
sources which cN[)hiined wliy ;i hospit;il wns 
huih where there were no d.oetors. These 
sources c.\j)l;iined thnt the recipient n.ition 
ngrcetl to Ice us l)uild nn ;ur h;isc on their ter- 
ritory if wc built the iios|)it;d. Thus, the ncen- 
tivc contcruled rluit wc recei\'ed niore th;in our 
money's worth from tlic niil dollnrs. 

The negative nuiy clioosc to |)rescnt tlicir 
entire attack on tliis crucial point of tlic aflirma- 
tivc |i(>sifion. If they can estahHsh chac there is 
ru) problem 'i'hicb licnunds action^ there is no 
need to take issue witli the aniruuuivc on any- 
thinjj: else. 

A negative case which centers in its entirety 
u[M)n one crucial issue may he referred to as 
an ''eggs-in-one-basket" case.- 'If the negative 
wins riiis issue, chcy siiouid win riie debate. 
Mowcver, if the\- lose i\\q issue, they lose the 
del)atc. Consequently, most negative teams in 
eilucational debate prefer to challenge the af- 
firmative on more than one crucial issue to offer 
themselves more chance of winning. This is 
true to an even greater degree in substantive 
debate. 

Cia*ci.\L IssL'F. 2 

After the negative has decided whether or 
not to challenge tiic atHrmative on ti\e first 
crucial issue, tiie\* must consider crucial issue 
number two — inherency. The negative may 
contend that the problem the affirmative (!e- 
scribes is not causcci by a factor which is in- 
herent in the status cjuo and, as a result, modi- 
fications of the status quo (which tlie negative 
suggests) would eliminate tlie [problem. Thus, 
there is no reason to ailopt the action suggested 

die resolutiom 



Usually this att;ick is used when tlie negative 
admits rile (irsr issue. Ir is nor a \ er\' sm^ng at- 
tack to say ihat the pru!)lem does not exist iind 
that it is (n>r inherent. ;\ tiegan\-e using this at- 
tack would be saying in elVect on the foreign 
aid questiun that tliere is no waste and that this 
waste (wiiich exists) is woi caused by an inher- 
ent factor in the status qU(L Ia'cu a casual 
listcfK'r would detect this inconsistency. The 
negative team t!i;it wishes to challenge the a(lir- 
mative on both of these issues usuallx* uses what 
nuiy !)e referred to as an "even-if easc.'^ "I'hcy 
say in efTeet, "'I'here is no problem; hvit, even 
it there were, only minor changes or modi H ca- 
tions could elinnnatc ir/' 

.\ negativ'e attack on inherency may be e.x- 
emf)li/icd by clie argutiierir on the guaranteed 
annual wage topic. .\lhrn^ari\-e teams ohm con- 
tended tliat comj)anies laid off men during slack 
jieriods and that this caused severe economic 
hardshij) for these men and theif fanulies. *[*[uis, 
•rhcy coj\tentled. the comj)anies should j^ro\-ide 
a guaranteed annual wage for their enijiloyees 
to avoid this hardship. .Many negative teams 
countered that since the fjniy jiroblem was one 
ot money while a man was without -work, the 
status quo system of providing for these men 
through unemjiloyment compensation was bas- 
ically sound. They contended that if more 
money were needed tlie program could be ex- 
panded to nieet the need and challenged the 
affirmative to show an inherent reason wl^y it 
conltl noc be done, A negati\ e case of this type 
is referred to as a ^'repairs'' case, which means 
to ''repair" the status cjuo. 

Cruc!.\t. Issup. 3 

The negative ma>* choose to attack the third 
crucial point of tfie aflirmati\-e j)osition, wliether 
the action suggested by die resolution as in- 
terprereil by the affirmative would eliminate the 
problem. This attack may be used in eitl'^r the 
"eggs-in-one-baskcc*' or die *'cven-if" type case. 
They may admit the existence of an inherent 
problern which suggests action, Imt contend 
that the affirmative j)roj)o.sal will solve nothing. 
For e.xanipie, in the debate on recogjiitior. of 
Red China the negative may admit that tlie re- 
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sulis of our pi'cscnt policy of noiM\*couniiioii 
arc uiulcsirnblc, hut coiuciul ili:ic rccoLiuinon 
w ill l)c no l)ctrcr, for the hasic prohUm is an 
ntt'itudc of the coinnuinisis \vhit.'h will not l)c 
aliVcial 1)\- either pohc\-. 

The neuati\e on iln's rojiic couki ehoosc to 
eontend that the jiresenc system does not re- 
(|uirc a clia{vj:e hut ''cvcn-il"' ii did, the aflirnva- 
tive sii'igestion of recotjnition w'ouhl not im- 
prove I he situation. Tliis i.s oife of the in(;sL- 
C(nunu)n neLiativc npproaches and (me whieh 
meets w ith favorable reaction from most judiics 
anti audiences, 'i'his njijiroaeh gives the neiia- 
tive at Ica.st t\N'o chances of winninij. for it the>' 
denion.strate that there is no jirohlem tlicy 
should w in and if the\* demonstrate that if there 
were a prohlem ihc resohui<'>n would not mjIvc 
it tliey should win. They may win one issue 
and h^se the other, hut in winning the one issue 
they ivavc denumstratcd that the vesolu(i(Hi 
should not he adoj)tcd. 

An inijiortant consideration at this jioint is 
whether rhe afiirmativc will li.ivc a pinn or nor. 
'J*lK-re is some controversy amonir writers in the 
j(un*nals as to whctlier or not a plan is a must 
for the afhrnrative. It is the ojiinion of tiiis 
w*riter that the whole eontro\'crs\' is ha.sed ujion 
a niisundcrstandino' of \\-h;U" a jilan may be. 

On some topics the aflii'niative jilan must he 
detailed to some extent. .-Vflirmativc positions 
on sucli tojiics as the ones concerning a guaran- 
teed annual wage, a substantial increase in for- 
eign aid, and comiuilsorx* health insurance arc 
not clear witlioiit n fnirly detailed j)ian. I low- 
ever, the allirmativc positions on such tojiies as 
the discontinuance of direct: cccnomic aid to 
foreign countries, the de facto recognition of 
Red China, and placing labor under anti-trusc 
legislation can he very clear with a bare mini- 
mum in the plan area. 

'I'his docs not mean that the aflirmativc in 
some cases will have a plan ami in some cases 
will not have. 77;e p/.y// is -incycly -wbat the 
ajfintuthc proposes to solve the prohlun they 
have iud'uwed exists, hence it is. inipossible for 
the aflirmativc not to have a plan at all. .\ 
thorough definition of terms *a ill sometinies in- 



clude the plan. In most cases, luu\ever. the af- 
lirmatiye will delinitely state what their plan is. 

Ckvci.m. Issl'i: 4 

So)netinies an aflirmativc team jiresents .i 
very welt documented need and a plan which 
ajijicars on the surface to be very good. Tlie 
negative may hnd it best in this e\'ent on some 
rcs(tlutions to attack the lUVu'tuativc on the 
fourth crucial issue. In this attack the negative 
contends tliat although the jihm of the allirma- 
tivc is tine in theory, it cannot be put into 
practice. This attack hinges on the interjircta- 
tioti of the term "should'' in the resolution. 
Sii\ce this negative attack s;iys in ciTcct that the 
resolution "cannot'' be implemented, it is im- 
|iortant to determine whether this is a legitimate 
jiosition. 

in their argumentation text .McDurney. 
O'Neilk and .Mills state that. '*thc conse/isus 
of experts is that should implies could bnt 
obviousl}" not 'eeould.^^'^ (Italics mine) \\\ C.oiu- 
petithe Delhite Alusgravc states that should 
"does not i)) .7^;v \i\iy oi)iigate the affirmative 
to show that the necessary apjirovals could be 
obtaified."** (Italics mine) Hefore we attempt 
to clarify these two statements, let us look for 
a moment at the jiroblem of legality in debate, 
as tlic two j)roblcms are similar. 

Most argumentation texts indicate tliat legal- 
it\* is not ;i legitimate argument in debate since 
the law could always he changed. While this 
writer would wholeheartedly agree that to 
argue that a resolutioi^ should be rejected bc- 
cau.se it is presently illegal is not a legitimate 
position, he docs nor believe that this exckules 
all jioints concerning law or constitutionality, 
hi the [960-61 collegiate topic on conijuilsory 
health insurance an ' interesting argnmenv was 
brought u{i by one negative team. They argued 
that to require <?// citizens to l)e involved in 
sucli a program would be unconstitnti')na^ for 
there are segments of our society who arc 
religiousi V opposeil to medical care. They 
argued that this would be an obvious violation 
of the (irsr amcndmem — freedom of religion. 
Thev pointed out that the constitution would 
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need tn lie nniciulcil .iiul fh.illciiircJ tlic ;i(1m- 
Minrivc li) present the iiinenilineni ihey woiiKl 
prnpiise. Thev fulloweil this up wiili ;in nrtiii- 
uienr tlmt fi'ceiliMii relitrion \v ;is iiu»re iiiijiui'C- 
iUit tlt;in free iiieilicMl cmiv tli.it we c<nrltl not 
luive both. 

*l'his t\pe ijf jririmienc. tuuilus writer, is 
IcLririninte. It tlillers iinm tl)e lyjie tn whicli 
the bhmket rule refers in thnc the issvic is not 
the /t\c,r.i///y. hut nither w h;it the ell'ect wtaiKl 
be if the Li'V -iicrc rhj/r^dl to ennblc the resolu- 
tion to !)C pur into pntetiec. 

Tlic pr(»bletn u( shf)ulcl is similar to th;it of 
leLjrnlity. W'liile it would I>e lei;itin)iUe to 
nrtruc whether enough congressmen coiilil be 
con\'inceii t*) vote for ;i certain action, it would 
Ijc legitinuue to nrgue w lietl^cr tlic nction /// it- 
self is p{)ssil)lc. 

*I*o e.\en)j)lify. if nn n(Hrni;iti\'c tciim would 
suirgest thnt rnther rlum using Cf>n\ enti(MKi! s|n*- 
iiig technifpies the United States sh.ouKI (ir()ic 
;i Inrge number of sp\* sncellices to keep tubs on 
the SoN'icC Union, it would l)e reasonable to 
nrgiic that at |)resent the L'jiited States cannot 
orbit tiicsc satellites l)ccause chey do not exist. 
Or if an aflirniati\ e team suggests a ''completely 
im|xirtia1 board of authorities in the labor- 
management field'* to arl)itratc all lai)or dis- 
putes, ic would [)e reasonable to argue that the 
formation of such a board would be inij)ossil)lc 
because no man w hn is an authority on labor- 
management relations i.s "irnparrial". 

To generalixc then, "slunikr* means that tlic 
nflirnuuive is obliged to demonstrate that the 
|)roposal is intrinsically possible, but is not 
obliged to demonstrate tliat enough pefjj)lc 
could be c.\t)ccted to apj)rovc it to cnai)lc it to 
gain accejnancc. 

Because there is some confusion on this 
point in many judges* minds, it is* tiie opinion 
of this M'riter chat ic is an unwise negative 
w hich bases ics case on chis crucial issue in die 
'*cggs-in-onc~baslccc" ajijn-oach. f low cver, using 
it in tlic ''c\'en-if*' j)attern A\ ith attack's on other, 
criieial issues would elinn*f)ace the danger of 
niisinter|Trctiition by the judges. 

*"l"he j)roblenis of 'MioukP' and Icgalitv* arc 
peculiar to ediicaticinal (lc!.>;ue. hi siibstancivc 



debate the negative may. aiut often does, use 
bifth constitnrion.iliry ;nul the possil)ility of ob- 
taining necessary a})pr<jvals as \alid attacks. 

Cui'ciAi. IssiK 5 

Tlu' fifth crucial issiie of the aflirmaiive is a 
hivr>rite ciioiee of negative teams on ahnost 
e\ery resohttion. This attacic charges x\ur the 
adoption of the proposal as interpreted by the 
al]irmati\e would ha\e seri(His atcompat\\ing 
results which would outweigh any advantages 
w hicli the atllrmative could demonstrate. The 
negati\'e rm tlie compiiKory health insurance 
co|>ic used this attack frec|uen(ly. The)' charged 
that the adojuion of the resolution woidd des- 
troy the doctor-patient ve!ati<jnshij), that ic 
would caifse a run on the fiospitals for free 
services, that it would cause (»iir standard u\ 
medical care to degenerate, and nil sorts of 
other jn'oblems. 

The negative attack on this crucial j)oint of 
the aiHrmative lends itself well to either the 
"eggs-in-one-basia't" or the *'cven-if'' apj^roach. 
'i'hc entire negative attack can be directed (Vi\ 
this [)oint; for. if the ncgaciw cari (leni<insti\Vtc 
that the ado|ni{)n of tlie resolution would do 
more harm than good, tliis certainl\- demon- 
strates that tlie resolution slu>u!d be rejected. 
Since usuall>- it is diflicuit to j)rove conclusively 
rhac the results would he so detrimental, it is 
a wise negative which cou|)les this attack with 
attacks on otiier crucial points. 

CuLciiAr. I.SSUK Ci 

The final crucial point of the affirmative is 
one that is not debated in the nrajorit\- of de- 
bates on any resolution. In this attack the nega- 
ti\'c contends that the resolution is not the best 
way tn solve the problems of the status t|uo. 
They may agree that the aflirmative has diag- 
nosed it correctly or they may contend that 
the afiirmativc has not Tealixed the real cause 
and proceed to demonstrace what this real 
cause is.^' The negative then proceeds to pre- 
sent a plan to eliminate tlie problem. I'his is 
usually referred to as a cou!\rer-ptnn or a 
coiuitcr-proposal. (t is im[)ortanr to remember 



lIv.K this ncjiiuivo plui nuiM Ik* ilidVivni (\'\\\s\ 
nny ;icti()n l)y ilit* rest »lui ion. If ii Jois 

t\ot niccV iliis ci'iu'rioiv the •.dlirn\.nivc ik-ciI 
only to ii.uiTc to it ;iiul show [\vm 'w consiituhs 
n cMMU'cssion by the ncuMtixc iluu tiic rvsohnion 
should Itc :ulopi(.-il. 

On tlu' hiiili schftol topic cinu'crninL: n suh- 
st:inti;il incivnsc of i!o\ tTnuK-nt.il rciuilMlion of 
lnl)or unions. ni;in\ nlllrniiUiw- iLjnis conit iu!t\l 
thnt hilior ilisjnins result ini: in strila's were ;i 
serious rhre.u lo the sccuriry of oiu* n;uit»n ;uul. 
therefore, suirirestetl ;i foni|)ulsory ;irl)ii ration 
hw to eliininnie these sirilces. One ne^Mti\ e 
tc;uii nirreeil ihnr these strikes were iletriMienr;il 
hue coutuerecl tlt;U tlif reni c;uise of the |)rohleni 
\\*;is union insistence on innke-w oi Ic lules w hich 
ninnngenient w ouKI not ;icce|)r. 'I'liey 'lien pi'ci- 
jKtsccI n p\m t(» ouihnv nuhc-woric rules. \\'hilc 
this ;irj;uMienr soumled str{»nir ;uul in f;icf uon 
several clehntes. :in iillirnintive tciun needed only 
to jioint (uu ih;it ;i l-tw w liich innlces ni;dce-work 
rules illcirni is ;i suhst;uni;il incre;tsc in the reu- 
ulntion of lahor iuii(»ns and thus conMilutcs :i 
ncLTative admission that the resolution shoidd 
he adopted. 

'I'o exemplify a leiiirimatc coiuuer-proposal 
M*c nia\' tuni to the collcLriatc to[)ic conccniiny 
placifiL^ lahor unioi\s under anti-trust legisla- 
tion. \\*hen the allinnaiive contended that l;d)or 
is "iTstraininir trade" w hen they strike and thai 
this hurts rnir economy and thus |)rnj)osc anti- 
trust Icgislatioi^. the negative could admit the 
entire need issue hut contend that anti-trust 
legislation is not the best way to solve the pvoh- 
Jem. They then coidd offer C(Mn[)ulsory a rh it ra- 
ti on as a counver-j proposal as it is not part of 
rhc present system and is not nnri- trust legisla- 
tion. 

Anf)tlier e.\ani|)le of this attack can he found 
in rlic debate on medical care for ilie aged. 'I'lie 
American .Medical Associiiticjn and the Rejnif;- 
lican party agreed with the ailminist ration that 
elderly jK^oj^lc needed assistance. I>tir suggested 
that welfare grants on the basis of need admin- 
istered hy the states would f)c a better way to 
soU'c the |n*oblem than the social seciu'it\' 
method. 

\\*hen the negative clu^oses this line of at- 



tack the deb.ue ma\ center either ot^ (!) both 
what causes the prtiblem and which |)lan will 
l»c n\osi desirable as a sohuion or, {!) if the 
negative and iidirmaiive agree on i he cause. 
)ust the rekuive merits of the iwo pkms. 

Since the two |)lans are the bases n( the ma- 
jority of the argunjeni, niost judge.s suggest that 
in educiiiiunnl debate the negaii\'e ccKuuer-plan 
should be iniriiduceil ij) the /Irsr negative con- 
structive speecii." If the negati\e agrees as to 
the cause of rlie probitan. little else can he done 
Uw it woidd be absiu'd to sjUMul ten minutes 
telling* win* there is agreement fir refuting 
stMuething that w oidd utter have to be admitted. 
W'iien the negati\-e rede/ines the cause (f( the 
|)rol)lein. some iudges will jierniit them to in- 
troduce the counter-|)lan in rhc second sj)eech. 
Since many, if not nu)st, judges do not sub- 
scribe to this view, it is a wise negative that in- 
troduces the c(»unterplan in the first sj)eech re- 
gardless of the circumstances. 

It should be n^cntioned in passing that there 
are judges wlui dislike the use of the coimier- 
plan. l-'urthcr. as wc all know, many <A t!ic 
judges in our tournaments are most kindly de- 
scribed as "lay'' iudges. \\'hilc these people 
know h'ttle en(»ugh about the general principles 
of educational debate, the tvjiical **la)*" judge 
knows even less about the basis for decision 
when a coimter-jiroposal is introduced. A nega- 
tive considering the use of this attack must de- 
cide whether they wish to take the risk of this 
bias or ignorance defeating them. These jM'ol)- 
lems of construction and judging, of course, lio 
not aj^i^ly to substantive ilebate. 

Tm: CoMiMRATiN i: A nv.v stacks Casi: 

Recent l\' substantial sup|)ort lias been evi- 
denced for an afllrmative ajiproach usually re- 
t erred to as the ''comparative achantages" ease. 
1*his tyjK of case ditlVrs frt)m the traditional 
artirm'.uive aj)|n*oach in that the affirmative docs 
not necessarily even try to show that there is a 
*'need'* in tlie usual sense. The hnsis of the af- 
firmative argument is Ovm: their j)roposal would 
bring afumt a more desirable situation than tiiar 
we ha\'e under tiie status quo. 
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I'hc iK'iMtivc in this i\pc of ilchnrc shniiKt 
;i\niil pUciivj Uut iMiK'h LMiiplvisis iMi ilicir ;)ruu- 
incnrs iiLMinsr cruci.il i.ssiic.^ nnc ;itul iwo 
,sii;ni(iiMncc inlKTincy i>l' (Ik prohlnn. TIk* 
;il]iriii;ui\c tti.iy .striiply afiNwtr tli;ir ihcy ;irc 
conccriicil w'nh iinproviivj sm-iciy not with 
spccitic **iiccils/* If ihcy ^hnw ih;it iIkw |Man 
will necojijplish this cihiL^criw, nioNt rc;]snniihlc 
pcciplc w ill lU'ccpr llicir [)n^ili()n - p.\rtic'ul;u'ly 
in Mihstiiniivc dcl>;itc. 

In "adviinnjircs ilcbiiriny" ilic nctr;)ti\-c cm 
use ;iny of rlic t\|)cs of nryuiiKius previously 
nicntinncil. I)uc ilic more they cinfTh;isi/.c tlic 
pliin nrtrinncfirs ;uul the less ihc\- stress ihc ncevl 
nryinnenrs the .sounder their poi^irion w ill rend 

to l)C. 

SfM.MAKV AND RlCCXM '.i:\nATlONS 

The neLfalive. therefore, h:is iirst to choose 
rlieir o\'er;ill ;i[>pr(uch in the liehnte. 'I'hev uviy 
choose the "eyirs-in-one-hiiskct*' Mttnck :itr;iinst 
;iny one of the six crucial p( tints of the ;inirni;i- 
ti\'e Ciisc. Since niiijority of judtzes w ill voce 
:iL,niinst ;in :itiirni;itivc tenui w hich loses :iny one 
of the .stock issues . . ./'"^ tliis is [\ \-;did ricy;uive 
:ttt:ick. 

Or rhey may choose th.e other overnll np- 
pro;]eIi. rlic *'cvcn-if*' ;itt;K'k. In tlii-s ntnick the 
neuntivc challeoLres the anirni:ui\'e on two or 
more crucial [joints. 'I'he general attack is that 
the aflirmative is w rong on pf>inc A; hut, ''e\'en- 
if*' thc\* were right on this point, thes' are 
wrong on point 15. Since a "significant minor- 
it\-'*!' of all the judges will allow the afiirmative 
to lose one of the issues and stiM win the debate, 
it would appear that this is the. safest approach 
for the negative to choose. 

This writer would recommend that in educa- 
tional dcbare the negative attack the afiirmative 
on nc least tvvc^ crucial issues to some degree in 
e\ ei'v debate, one in the need area and one in 
the plan or advantages area. .Many of this 
writer's students have returned with losing bal- 
IiJLs wlucli criticized them for not attack'ing 
the plan even rhougli the\' had overwhelmed 
the need. This is not a v;did position for a judge 
to take — l)Ut many take it. Tlus problem would 



rarely atise in substantixe debate. The twofold 
attack, therefore, is not essential in tliis t\ |ie 
of debate. 

\egati\e debaters are cautioned that the 
abn\e ch<M'ce (if (iNeiall appt'nacli may be ntade 
tentati\ cly before the deb.ue. The linal decision, 
hnue\er. should l)e mailc during (he presenta- 
tion of tile lirst allirmative .speech* hi cross- 
examination debate debaters ma\' e\'en delay the 
choice until after questioning the first aliirma- 
ti\-e. 

'i'iie well prepared negati\'e will be i>repared 
to tievclop several dill'erent '*eggs-in-one-bas- 
ket" attacks as well as a variety of "e\en-if" 
approaches. While the allirmaii\e can succeed 
w ith u\\\y ofie case, tlie negativ e with only one 
case faces almost certain failure, because their 
lit'st responsii)ilit\- is to adapt to tiK' adirmativc 
and wkh only one case this, in some insranecs, 
may i)e impossible. 

The problem of the negative then is two- 
fold: 1) they must thorr^iighly understand the 
varietv- of approaches o['en to them; and 2) they 
nuist he prepared to use wliatever approach 
would be most eU'ectivc against the particular 
aflirmari\'e they face. 

fk'fore concli;ding it must'!)e nientfonc(.l 
that, while the etitire context of this paper has 
been directed toward argument in delnite. argu- 
ment is not the onl\' factor influencing decisions 
in either educational or substar.tive dei)ate. Per- 
suasiveness, language. st\ le. delivery, and many 
other facttirs also influence the audience. Thus, 
vN'liilc one team ma\- have the better arguments 
the otiier tcaii] may succeed in con\-incing the 
audience to the contrary. 

Thus, to be an outstanding debater, one 
must have .sound argiimenis (7J/il be able to con- 
vey tlieiii to his audienec. 
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